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this year renaming Washington National
Airport for former president Ronald Reagan
and officially labeling Saddam Hussein a war
criminal, takes up the matter of enlarging
the 20th century’s most successful military
alliance, the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation (NATO).

The Senate just spent two weeks arguing
over how to slice up the pork in the $214 bil-
lion highway and mass transit bill. It will, if
plans hold, spend only a few days on moving
the NATO shield hundreds of miles eastward
to include Poland, Hungary and the Czech
Republic.

The reason is simple. As Sen. Connie Mack
of Florida, the chairman of the Senate Re-
publican Conference, told me while trying to
herd reluctant senators into a closed-door
discussion of the NATO issue one afternoon
last week, ‘‘No one is interested in this at
home,’’ so few of his colleagues think it
worth much of their time.

It is a cliche to observe that since the Cold
War ended, foreign policy has dropped to the
bottom of voters’ concerns. But, as two of
the veteran senators who question the wis-
dom of NATO’s expansion—Democrat Daniel
Patrick Moynihan of New York and Repub-
lican John Warner of Virginia—remarked in
separate interviews, serious consideration of
treaties and military alliances once was con-
sidered what the Senate was for.

No longer. President Clinton’s national se-
curity adviser, Sandy Berger, has pressed
Majority Leader Trent Lott to get the NATO
deal done before Clinton leaves Sunday on a
trip to Africa. When Warner and others said
the matter should be delayed until the Sen-
ate has time for a full-scale debate, Lott re-
fused. He pointed out that a Senate delega-
tion had joined Clinton at NATO summits in
Paris and Madrid last year (no sacrifice
being too great for our solons) and that there
had been extensive committee hearings.

Wrapping the three former Soviet sat-
ellites in the warm embrace of NATO is an
appealing notion to many senators, notwith-
standing the acknowledgment by advocates
that the Czech Republic and Hungary have a
long way to go to bring their military forces
up to NATO standards. As the date for ratifi-
cation has approached, successive estimates
of the costs to NATO have been shrinking
magically, but the latest NATO estimate of
$1.5 billion over the next decade is barely
credible.

The administration, in the person of Sec-
retary of State Madeleine Albright, has
steadfastly refused to say what happens next
if NATO starts moving eastward toward the
border of Russia. ‘‘The door is open’’ to other
countries with democratic governments and
free markets, Albright says. The administra-
tion is fighting an effort by Warner and oth-
ers to place a moratorium on admission of
additional countries until it is known how
well the first recruits are assimilated.

Moynihan points out that if the Baltic
countries of Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania,
which are panting for membership, are
brought in, the United States and other sig-
natories will have a solemn obligation to de-
fend territory farther east than the western-
most border of Russia. He points to a Rus-
sian government strategy paper published
last December saying the expansion of NATO
inevitably means Russia will have to rely in-
creasingly on nuclear weapons.

Moynihan and Warner are far from alone in
raising alarms about the effect of NATO en-
largement on U.S.-Russian relations. The
Duma, Russia’s parliament, on Jan. 23 passed
a resolution calling NATO expansion the big-
gest threat to Russia since the end of World
War II. The Duma has blocked ratification of
the START II nuclear arms agreement
signed in 1993 and approved by the Senate
two years ago.

George Kennan, the elder statesman who
half a century ago devised the fundamental
strategy for ‘‘containment’’ of the Soviet
Union, has called the enlargement of NATO
a classic policy blunder. Former senator
Sam Nunn of Georgia, until his retirement
last year the Democrats’ and the Senate’s
leading military authority, told me, ‘‘Rus-
sian cooperation in avoiding proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction is our most im-
portant national security objective, and this
[NATO expansion] makes them more sus-
picious and less cooperative. . . . The admin-
istration’s answers to this and other serious
questions are what I consider to be plati-
tudes.’’

Former senator Mark Hatfield of Oregon,
for 30 years probably the wisest ‘‘dove’’ in
that body, agrees, as do former ambassadors
to Moscow and other Americans with close
contacts in Russia.

To the extent this momentous step has
been debated at all, it has taken place out-
side the hearing of the American people. Too
bad our busy Senate can’t find time before it
votes to let the public in on the argument.

Mr. DORGAN. I placed David
Broder’s column in the RECORD because
I agree with what he says. NATO ex-
pansion is a big issue. It is an impor-
tant issue. We all come to this issue
with our points of view, and no one
knows exactly what the future will
hold. But this country deserves a long,
full, thoughtful Senate debate on the
question of NATO expansion and then a
vote. This President deserves a vote on
expansion as well.

But when the vote comes, I have con-
cluded I think the best course for this
country, the best course for the world
for that matter, and the best course to
stimulate further reductions in the nu-
clear threat for this world, is to vote
‘‘no’’ on this particular plan for NATO
expansion.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I
make a point of order that a quorum is
not present.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
is recognized.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as if in
morning business for 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. Gregg are print-
ed in today’s RECORD in ‘‘Morning Busi-
ness.’’)

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I make
the point of order a quorum is not
present.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, let me ob-
serve, first, that I have had the oppor-

tunity off and on during the day to lis-
ten to some of the debate on the NATO
enlargement issue. I have to say there
have been some excellent speeches and
some very thoughtful observations
about the importance of this legisla-
tion and what we should do. I am glad
we have gone ahead and taken it up. It
has given Members notice that we are
moving toward a period where we will
have the final debate on amendments
and a vote on this issue. But I have
been very impressed with the quality of
the speeches that I have heard today.
We will continue on until, I think it is
quarter till 5, this afternoon on NATO
enlargement. We will continue to have
debate on NATO enlargement until we
get something worked out on the
Coverdell education savings account
legislation and conclude that, and then
we will go to the final round of debate
and amendments on NATO enlarge-
ment.

The way we are doing the debate, the
dual track of both the education issue
and NATO enlargement, is not in-
tended at all to diminish either. It is
intended to raise up both of them and
the awareness and consciousness of the
American people and give Senators an
opportunity to make their positions
known on both these issues. We will do
them in a way where we will get a
focus on the issue and have a good de-
bate in the final analysis.

Mr. WARNER. Will the distinguished
leader yield?

Mr. LOTT. Yes, I will yield.
Mr. WARNER. I anticipated that, and

I think it is working out. I, in many re-
spects, wish it was more in block
pieces. Very substantive debate has
taken place in the last 48 hours, plus
the Armed Services Committee held a
3-hour hearing on the subject. So work
is going on very conscientiously on
this subject.

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Senator from
Virginia for his comment and his
thoughts on this important issue. I
know he has a lot of reservations. That
has a real impact here with his knowl-
edge in the defense area, and we are
going to be listening to his remarks.

There have been good speeches on
both sides. Senator SMITH from Oregon
gave a magnificent speech this after-
noon, I thought one of the best I have
heard this year.

I think it is working, and we will
have a focused debate when we get to-
ward the end of the final debate.

Mr. President, as in morning busi-
ness, I would like to take this moment
also to talk a little bit about the other
issue that is pending before the Senate
at this time.
f

EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT FOR
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, there is a
clear, strong majority in the Senate
who want to pass the Coverdell-
Torricelli education savings account
bill. It is bipartisan; I want to empha-
size that. I believe every Republican is



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2266 March 19, 1998
going to be for ending the debate. They
are not dragging this out and having a
full-fledged filibuster. I think there are
several Democrats who agree we should
get to the substance, too, and I hope we
are going to have a broad—and I be-
lieve we will—a majority will vote for
this legislation when we get to final
passage. And there is a reason for that.

The legislation would benefit some 14
million families who could use the edu-
cation savings accounts. I have said it
before and I emphasize it again, I think
one of the problems with elementary
and secondary education in America
today is there is no opportunity for fi-
nancial assistance, no way to save your
own money to help your children a lit-
tle bit. It does not have to be $2,000 a
year; it could be $200 a year or less. But
that money then could be accumulated
and get the tax benefits and then used
to buy uniforms or books or computers
or to choose another school.

So I think this is a major step in the
right direction in dealing with the
problems of elementary and secondary
education in America.

This bill would help 1 million stu-
dents with tax relief on their State pre-
paid-tuition plans. This is a good idea.
We ought to allow people to be able to
pay in advance for the impact of tui-
tion when they go to college. This is
something that is being advocated very
aggressively by a number of Democrats
as well as Republicans.

This bill would benefit a million
workers, including 250 graduate stu-
dents, whose employers would be better
able to provide education assistance for
them. Shouldn’t we encourage that?
Shouldn’t we encourage employers to
help their good workers who want to
better themselves to advance their edu-
cation? Of course we should, and this
would do that in the best possible way.

Now, Mr. President, this day is day 6
of the delay and obstruction against
getting this education reform. Is it all
we need to do? No. Is it a major step in
the right direction? You betcha. We
ought to do this. And we should not
keep delaying it and dragging it out.

For 6 days some Members of this
body have taken turns standing in the
schoolhouse door barring the way to a
quality education for children who,
quite often, need it the most.

I want to thank all the Senators who
have been involved on both sides of the
aisle who have been willing to put
aside partisan considerations and do
what is right for American families.

It would also benefit hard-pressed lo-
calities that could build new public
schools with the bill’s $3 billion in tax-
exempt private activity bonds. This is
in there because of the continued ef-
forts of Senator GRAHAM of Florida,
Senator FEINSTEIN who worked on it,
and Senator COVERDELL who was for
this. Some of us have some reserva-
tions about this. I am one of them. But
if you think about it, if Disney World
would like to help build another school
in the Orlando area and this would help
that happen, because in the public

schools it might not happen, should we
allow that opportunity through the
taxing of bond activity? Maybe so.
That is in this bill.

In short, this is one of the most im-
portant pieces of consumer rights legis-
lation that the Senate has considered
since the establishment of the Food
and Drug Administration, I believe.
And it is being blocked systematically
and cynically by those who do not
want, apparently, middle-income or
low-income families to have the same
choice in education that is available to
all wealthy families.

My family did not have that option,
couldn’t afford it. I went to public
schools all the way—proud of it. I
think they did a good job. But I don’t
believe my kids got as good a public
education as I did, and they went to
public schools all the way, too. But I
still think we should have other
choices.

I think it is ironic—no; maybe it is
tragic that in the midst of this fili-
buster, of this delay, the administra-
tion is today boasting of its record on
school violence, that we have safer
schools. I do not know where they have
been. The schools are the most dan-
gerous in America today than they
have ever been in history, probably.

I mean, I used to worry about chew-
ing gum in school. Now kids bring guns
to school and shoot their classmates.
You have to go through a metal detec-
tor to get into schools. Where are these
programs that have been helping with
that? I don’t see them. But it is a curi-
ous gesture, to me, to wring your hands
about the violence in classrooms while
you block the exits so that children
cannot escape from unsafe drug-ridden
schools. That is what this would help
do.

I think it is just pretense, really, to
deplore violence on the playground and
in the school corridors while you force
those endangered boys and girls to stay
right where they are. And that is the
fact of the opposition that we see to
the Coverdell-Torricelli bill, because
we are trying to give them some op-
tions. We are telling our children, oh,
yeah, we want more classrooms and
whatnot, but they have to stay in the
back of the education bus and they
have to stay in these dangerous
schools.

So if the classrooms are smaller,
smaller classes, but still dangerous and
infected with drugs, you are not get-
ting a good quality education, and be-
cause the teacher can’t pass a test him-
self. I do not think we have done what
we need to do.

Do we trust the parents or not? That
is one of the questions here. I do not
trust a Federal bureaucrat in Washing-
ton to make the right decision for the
children in my hometown schools. I
trust the parents and the teachers and
the administrators at the local level to
make the right decision for their chil-
dren.

So I think that this is something
that we should bring to a conclusion.

We need to find a way to get this bill
considered, amendments to be offered.
So I say here today—and we have just
sent notification to the Democratic
leader—that we wish to make a full ef-
fort once again to find a way to bring
it to a conclusion so we can consider
education and education needs and edu-
cation amendments.

I have another proposal. Keep in
mind, last week I proposed that the
Democrats should have a substitute
bill, or could have, if they want to do
it, and put anything they want to in it,
debate it as long as they want to, and
have a vote; and then we would go to
the Coverdell-Torricelli bill. Well, for
good reasons, I presume, we could not
get an agreement on a substitute.

So then we said, well, what about if
we have a couple of amendments on
each side that are education related,
and we have time to debate the amend-
ments offered by Democrats, time to
offer the two amendments offered by
Republicans? That did not work and,
once again, partially because there
were more than two on each side; there
were a number of them.

Well, I have a new proposal. I have a
way to bring us to a conclusion that I
believe everybody would feel is fair and
we could get a good debate on edu-
cation. I understand that there are
some 14 amendments that have been
filed that relate to education—edu-
cation. Five of them are Republican;
nine of them are Democrat.

Now, there are some others that have
been filed that do not relate to edu-
cation—clearly do not relate to edu-
cation. So I propose here this afternoon
that we say, OK, we are going to have
agreement that those 14 education
amendments that have been filed can
be offered, debated for an hour each,
and voted on—five Republican, nine
Democrat—but they have to be the
education amendments; and then we go
on to final passage based on whatever
the condition of the package is at that
point.

Now, if we have to go to cloture—and
when we get cloture —we still could
have 30 hours of debate after that, and
amendments would be offered or could
be offered. We probably would take at
least 14 or 15 hours or more post-clo-
ture. So I would like to—I am not ask-
ing for an answer now, but I am sug-
gesting it to our colleagues on both
sides of the aisle, and for the children
of America, that maybe this is a way
to make sure that Senators are able to
offer amendments to education in addi-
tion to what is in this bill, and also to
be able to offer ones that might not be
germane post-cloture.

This is a way to get it done. And we
could set up a process of when we
would begin on those amendments. We
would have the 14 hours of debate, the
votes would occur, and we could bring
this to a conclusion, and I believe that
instead of having a talkathon, we
would have an A+ bill, a bill with input
from Members on both sides of the
aisle, a bill that would help education
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in America. And I think the American
people would say we have not just been
talking about what we are going to do,
but they would then see the truth, that
we really do want to be a positive force
in improving education in America and
we found a way to do it.

And it would add this additional ben-
efit. It would allow us to bring it to a
conclusion within a foreseeable period
of time. It would allow us then to focus
on having debates only on NATO en-
largement, and get that to a focused
debate and a focused conclusion, and
then to go perhaps—even next week, if
we could get all this lined up—to a vote
on one or both of the supplemental ap-
propriations bills.

Now, that would be a week and a half
of production that would stagger the
minds of men, particularly when it
comes to education. But we would have
done education, we would have done
NATO enlargement, and we would have
done supplemental bills that will affect
the defense of our country because of
the funds for Bosnia and the Persian
Gulf, for IMF, and for disasters. We
could do all that in 1 week. I think it
would be a monumental accomplish-
ment. And I invite the Democratic
leader to respond and to think about
this offer, because I think it is a fair
one that a lot of Senators would feel
good about.

With that, I would be glad to yield
since I see Senator DASCHLE is here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Democratic leader is recog-
nized.

Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the President
for his recognition.

And I thank the majority leader for
his innovative new offer. This comes as
news. We have not had the opportunity
to consider his new offer because this is
the first time I have heard it. But,
clearly, he is beginning to address the
concern that Democrats have raised
about the way in which this bill is
going to be debated.

None of us has proposed that some-
how we want to keep from getting to
final passage on this legislation. That
isn’t our objective. We have already
noted the President is going to veto
this bill, so we do not have to stop it
from passing through the Senate. So
that isn’t our intent.

Our intent all along has been simply
to have a good debate, to offer our ver-
sion of what we ought to be doing in
education, to offer our version to sug-
gest how we might spend one and a half
billion dollars as we look at the array
of challenges that we face.

Now, the majority leader has pro-
posed a plan that I have not yet had a
chance to consider, but two questions
arise immediately, and one is whether
or not this proposal would allow us to
deal with pre-educational years; that
is, the childhood development ques-
tions that we are facing as some of our
amendments deal directly with early
childhood development.

We have not indicated to any of our
colleagues that they had to file their

amendments. Would we be then pre-
cluding some of our Democratic Sen-
ators who had no idea that somehow, if
you had not filed, you would not be
protected?

And then of course there is the ques-
tion of just an hour. Some amendments
are going to take a little longer than
an hour; some will not.

So there are a lot of questions here
that obviously we can work through,
but to throw the gauntlet down, to say
we are going to file a cloture motion to
deny anybody the opportunity to offer
amendments even though they are cer-
tainly related to education, has been
our objection all along.

So I certainly would like to work
with the majority leader. The best way
to do it is to vitiate the cloture vote so
we can talk through this, rather than
to insist on cloture and then negotiate,
claiming to have some real interest in
finding some resolution here. But I cer-
tainly applaud the majority leader for
his approach, his constructive way in
which he wants to find a way to deal
with the schedule.

I yield to my colleague from Dela-
ware, who also has taken a great inter-
est in this issue, for any comment that
he might have.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, if I may, I
will be brief.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. I, too, applaud the ma-
jority leader for this new offer. I am
one who supports the Coverdell amend-
ment. I am one of those folks who
voted against vouchers, although I am
entertaining whether or not I vote for
a test project, as I view it, in the Dis-
trict. I have not made up my mind on
that yet. But I clearly support the ap-
proach of my friend from Georgia.

As a matter of fact, we had a little
bit of a disagreement in our caucus
over that issue on the substance. But
there is one thing there is not any dis-
agreement in our caucus about, and
that is whether or not—and I suspect
there would not be if the roles were re-
versed for the majority leader—wheth-
er or not we would sign on to—even
those who support the Coverdell legis-
lation—whether or not we would sign
on to a position that would effectively
require us to give up our rights to offer
amendments, because although I am
for this bill, it may be there would be
a crime bill on the floor or there would
be a foreign policy initiative on the
floor that, once I agreed to give up that
right procedurally, I would have put
myself in the permanent minority and
not being able to exercise the rights I
have under the rules of the Senate. And
I am absolutely confident the Senator
from Mississippi would take the same
position were he on the opposite side of
the numbers at this time, the numbers
being in the minority.

But I, for one, believe that we should
try to work out an overall arrange-
ment relative to making sure we deal
with education-related issues. I
would—and far be it from me; I am not

capable of being the leader of either
one of the parties on this floor. But I
would suggest that while the minority
leader, the Democratic leader, is con-
sidering this, that the majority leader,
the Republican leader, consider wheth-
er or not there is any benefit in trying
to put a time limit on this now.

Suggesting time limits on amend-
ments is like waving red flags. I can
name 10 Senators on your side, if I said
that we are going to give their State
an additional $70 billion but there will
be a time limit on debate, they would
automatically disagree. So I think
there are sort of red flags.

And far be it from me to get in the
middle of this negotiation, but I com-
pliment the Republican leader on what
seems to be at least a slight change of
approach in terms of what I think is an
equitable way in which to deal on this
floor. But people like me, who strongly
support the Coverdell bill, absent
something worked out like this—I
must say to my friend from Georgia, I
am with you, but I ain’t with you when
I have to give up my rights on every-
thing else that comes down the pike—
as strongly as I support this.

So I compliment, again, the Repub-
lican leader. I hope he and the Demo-
cratic leader can work this out, be-
cause I would like very much to get to
this debate and get to voting on it.
And, to be very selfish about it, I would
also like to clear it out of the way so
we can focus on NATO in a coherent
way.

I see the Presiding Officer shaking
his head. He has a great interest in the
NATO issue as well, I know. There are
a number of Members who do. It would
be nice to have a coherent, consistent
debate on that issue, because it is of
such consequence.

I thank both leaders for allowing me
to get into what is not usually some-
thing I speak to, and I appreciate their
efforts.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I could
respond to a couple things that the
Senator from Delaware just said.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished majority leader is recog-
nized.

Mr. LOTT. The timeframe is—you
know, we do not have to lock into that.
I just thought, since you are talking
about 14 amendments here, that an
hour probably would be enough. If we
needed more on some of them, less on
some others, we could work through
that. But part of the reason why I was
having hopes that we could, after about
20 hours or so, finish this up and then
get to a focused-on debate on only
NATO enlargement and get to a vote
on that—that was part of the thinking.
But the time could be flexible. Gen-
erally speaking, I think some of these
amendments probably could be debated
for less than an hour maybe.

So you understand I will not ask this
now, just so you can think about it, be-
tween now and when we get to the clo-
ture vote I could ask consent notwith-
standing rule XXII, regardless of the
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outcome of the 5:15 votes, the following
amendments be in order postcloture.
One of the reasons that is also impor-
tant, because some amendments might
still be in order postcloture that would
not be on this list, and that we would
work on how much time we have on
each amendment, and that there would
be nine education-related amendments
offered by the minority side, filed
amendments 2020, 2026 through 2028,
2031 through 2033, 2040 and 2041; and five
education-related amendments offered
by the majority side, 2021, 2022, 2024
through 2025, and 2035.

That is a suggestion of a UC we could
ask for, or if we could work out some
other unanimous consent agreement on
education-related amendments. I know
the Senator was talking about maybe
having a crime bill. I know when he is
having a crime bill he would rather not
have to deal with a fisheries’ amend-
ment. I understand the minority wants
to make sure they are not precluded
from offering amendments important
to them. I think he also understands
the majority has some rights and de-
sires not to have to vote on amend-
ments across the board, from one end
of the spectrum to the other, when we
are trying to get an education bill com-
pleted that is very important to edu-
cation in America and children in
America, so we could then get to a very
important national policy issue, NATO
enlargement, that I had the President
call about just last night.

I am looking for a way to be fair so
we can consider education amendments
and identify a way to bring it to an
end.

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. LOTT. I am happy to yield to the

Senator.
Mr. BIDEN. I understand his desire

but I don’t understand his right. I un-
derstand the desire not to deal with all
those amendments but I never thought
that was a right—although it would be
nice if it were a right—and while he is
doing this, if he succeeds, if he could
also clear the Helms-Biden foreign re-
lations material of abortion amend-
ments and declare them out of order as
well. That is somehow stopped up.

Mr. LOTT. I thought he agreed we
would have that issue on the United
Nations arrears, State Department re-
authorization, instead of having it on
the emergency bill or the IMF; wasn’t
that the discussion?

Mr. BIDEN. The Senator is of the
view it shouldn’t be on anything, so I
hope when he settles this he can settle
that too so we can fund the United Na-
tions and have the IMF moneys, too.

Mr. LOTT. I am sure we will work on
that together.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH of Oregon). The distinguished
Democratic leader is recognized.

Mr. DASCHLE. I commend the Sen-
ator from Delaware for making a very
important point. This is the U.S. Sen-
ate. I daresay there is not a Senator in
this body who hasn’t chosen to use a
legislative vehicle for purposes of offer-

ing amendments that may not be ger-
mane. We all understand the germane-
ness rule.

We all understand, many of us, why
we left the House of Representatives to
come to the U.S. Senate. We came to
the U.S. Senate because we recognize
the glory of the wisdom associated
with the right of every Senator, and
that is understood each and every time
we come to the floor.

The distinguished majority leader
has made quite a point of citing the
Coverdell bill as a bill related to edu-
cation. It is also related to taxes. This
is a tax bill, as well. This is a piece of
legislation changing the Tax Code.

Just so everybody understands what
the majority leader is suggesting here,
he is saying we don’t want you to con-
sider this a tax bill. The majority re-
fuses to allow the minority to consider
this a tax bill on the Senate floor. We
want you to insist and promise that
you will never offer a tax amendment
on a tax bill that comes to the Senate
floor. It is an education bill, so go
ahead and offer an education amend-
ment, but don’t you dare offer a tax
amendment to a tax bill. We are not
going to allow that.

Mr. President, I think that points out
the fallacy of this whole matter and
the reason why my distinguished col-
league from Delaware made the point
he did about the rights of the minority.
How many tax bills will come to the
Senate floor? How many opportunities
will the minority have to offer legiti-
mate, relevant, tax amendments?

I am very concerned again about pre-
cluding the right of the minority. I was
elected to represent 44 Democrats and
their rights every time we come to the
floor, regardless of the circumstance. I
think all of our colleagues recognize
the importance of protecting those
rights. Whether it is tax, whether it is
education, whether it is a matter relat-
ed to something of great import to our
colleagues, we have to protect that
right. It doesn’t matter the issue. What
matters is the right. The right must be
protected. That is really what these
questions are all about.

I yield the floor.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President,

first, I know the minority leader will
appreciate concerns on our side in the
midst of the fourth filibuster over this.
We already had to fight and break fili-
buster just to get to this point. The en-
tire exercise on this legislation has re-
lated to one filibuster after the other,
so obviously it has raised concerns that
the amendment process will be used as
another extension of the filibuster. I
think that is a fair concern on our side.

I have to say to the minority leader
that even on your side I have heard nu-
merous expressions that there should
be a discipline about the education pro-
posal and the debate should be about
education, not broad tax policy. I have
a tax relief bill that pushes millions of
people into the 15 percent tax bracket.
I have not introduced it here and
won’t. I don’t think it should be. I
think it should be an education debate.

Now, the 9 Democrat amendments
that have been offered that the leader
is referring to, of the 14, 3 are tax, 6 are
nontax, but they are all education re-
lated, which I think is appropriate. I do
think there has to be some order. I
think I even heard in some nature that
context referred to by the Senator
from Delaware, Minnesota and others
on your side. There ought to be some
discipline.

I also say that while it is technically
a tax bill, it is a minimalist tax bill. It
is a large vehicle, a large vehicle.

I think that there has been an ex-
tended effort to try to come to a mean-
ingful balance between your side and
our side on this measure. I pointed out
yesterday that the legislation in our
package was 80 percent designed by
your side of the aisle—Senator GRAHAM
of Florida, Senator BREAUX of Louisi-
ana, Senator MOYNIHAN of New York
and others. In the process of framing
this, we tried to take the admonish-
ment you gave last year, which was we
wanted to go through the process, the
Finance Committee. We have done
that, heard from both sides. There is
heavy influence from both sides. We
are simply trying to find a way to get
out of the filibuster, to get out of the
fourth filibuster, and get down to a dis-
cussion about our different views on
education.

I hope this last offer or suggestion
that has been outlined, that you are
hearing for the first time, might be the
genesis of coming to an agreement of
how we can move on, in both of our
mutual interests, on making the Fed-
eral Government a good partner in fac-
ing the calamity that we have all
talked about over the last couple of
years in kindergarten and through high
school and the costs of higher edu-
cation.

I did want to make those points.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I see

several Members on the floor desiring
to continue what I regard as a very
good debate on NATO. The Senator
from Michigan is present and I am per-
fectly willing to yield the floor should
he desire to seek recognition. It would
be my hope, Mr. President, that follow-
ing the Senator from Michigan, the
Senator from Virginia be recognized,
and I make this unanimous consent re-
quest for the purpose of giving re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT-
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC-
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY,
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC
The Senate continued with consider-

ation of the treaty.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan.
Mr. ABRAHAM. Might I inquire of

the Senator from Alaska if he needed
to introduce amendments?

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator is very
generous. I am awaiting two amend-
ments I have drafted that I wish to put
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